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Current Topics. 


Lawyers’ Parliament. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a list of the lawyers who have been elected 
to the new Parliament. The number is 89, an increase on the 
number elected to the last Parliament. This, according to the 
list we gave at the time, 63 So. J. 190, was 74. The disappear- 
ance of some of the former solicitor-members is to be regretted ; 
in particular Sir DonaLpD MAcLEaN, Major Hits and Sir T. A. 
BRAMSDON ; but of those who are back again we are glad to see 
the names of Sir Wrii1aM Butt, Mr. Isaac Foor and Mr. Dennis 
HerBERT—to name only three whom we have noticed as being 
prominent in Parliamentary proceedings; and amongst the 
newcomers of whom useful service may be expected are Mr. FRANK 
Gray, Mr. R. C. Nespirr and Mr. Wittey. It is, we believe, 
in the United States and France that the legal element in the 
Legislature is largest, and in Australia it is smallest. No modern 
Legislatures are so scantily supplied with lawyers as those of 
Australia: see Lord Bryce’s “ Modern Democracies,” II, p. 207. 
The reason seems to be that it is impracticable there to carry on 
professional work consistently with the constant attendance 
required in the Legislature. With us the difficulty of combining 
a large practice with attendance in Parliament is no doubt great ; 
but the busiest men seem to do it, though how they manage is 
a continual source of wender to outsiders. 


Proportional Representation. 


THE CURIOUS FACT that Mr. Bonar Law has attained a majority 
of some seventy over all other parties in the new House of 
Commons, although he has received only two-fifths of the votes 
cast, is likely to bring the subject of Proportional Representation 
into prominence ; indeed this has already been done by Mr. 
Lioyp GxorcE in his letter to the Daily Chronicle of last 
Wednesday. The question is one of constitutional importance, 
and it may be interesting to call attention to some of the references 
which the late Lord Bryce made to it in his last work, “ Modern 
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Democracies.” The subject naturally recurs from time to time 
as he treats of different countries which have tried the experiment, 
but it seems that the result may be just as disproportionate to the 
actual number of votes cast as under our present system. Thusin 
Switzerland, Vol. I, p. 457, when the elections to the National 
Council—which forms one branch of the National Assembly, the 
Council of States forming the other—were first held in 1919 on 
the plan of proportional representation, the Radical Party, 
though remaining the largest, did not obtain a majority, but only 
sixty-three members, other parties obtaining in the aggregate 128. 
Possibly advocates of the system could explain this result. In 
the United States, Vol. II, p. 54, “ no State has adopted the 
plan of a Second Ballot, to be taken in case no candidate obtains 
an actual majority of the votes cast, nor has proportional repre- 
sentation, though much discussed, already adopted in some cities, 
and regarded with growing favour, been tried long enough or on 
a large enough scale to enable its merits to be judged.” But the 
plan has been tried in Australia, and at Vol. II, p. 206, occurs the 
following note :—“ In 1919 the application of a plan providing 
for preferential majority voting resulted in the election of 
seventeen members of the largest of the four parties with 860,060 
votes, one member of another party (Labour and Socialist) with 
820,000 votes, and no member of the two smallest (the Farmers 
and the Independent) parties, which together aggregated 173,000 
votes. This outcome has given scant pleasure to the advocates 
of Proportional Representation.” Apparently arithmetic has its 
surprises, whatever plan is adopted. A careful argument against 
the plan, by the late Prof. Dicey, will be found at pp. lxviet seg. 
of the Introduction to his‘ Law of the Constitution.” When one 
considers the actual state of mind of the average voter in respect 
of the questions really at issue—a state perhaps not inaptly 
described as “ blank misgivings of a Creature, moving about in 
worlds not realized ”—the wonder rather is, not that arithmetic 
is at fault, but that we get, turn and turn about, quite possible— 
or even praiseworthy—Governments. We may add that last 
Sunday’s Observer contained an interesting interview with 
Mr. J. H. Humpureys, the secretary of the Proportional 
Representation Society, in which a view favourable to the scheme 
was of course taken. 


Super-tax and Deductions for Personal Allowance. 


Tue Court or Appear have affirmed (Times, 22nd inst.) the 
decision of Sankey, J., in Davis v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, 
38 T.L.R. 856, that the personal allowance provided for by s. 18 
of the Finance Act, 1920, in ascertaining the amount of income 
on which income tax has to be paid, is not to be made in 
ascertaining the amount on which super-tax has to be paid. 
Prima facie the result is singular, because super-tax is an 
additional income tax, and it might be supposed that any 
allowance and deductions provided for one form of the tax would 
apply to the other form. But this, the Master of the Rolls said, 
was the fallacy underlying the arguments on behalf of the 
appellant in the present case, and we are certainly not going to 
try to support it. Piquancy is lent to the case by the fact that it 
springs out of Lord WrENBURY’s letter to The Times of 18th April, 
1921, which we reprinted (65 Sot. J., p. 521), and in which that 
learned Lord of Appeal argued in favour of the deduction. A copy 
of this letter, it appears, was attached to the special case in 
Davis v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, supra, and the Master 
of the Rolls not unnaturally remarked on the inconvenience 
of this course. At present Lord WrENBURY’s arguments have 
failed, and it remains to be seen whether they will be submitted 
for the consideration of his peers. The fact is that what should 
have been a matter of plain enactment one way or the other 
depends on a number of difficult sections, and the moral is that 
the task of simplifying Income Tax law should be taken in hand 
without delay. The Act of 1918 consolidated the previous 
statutes without any attempt at producing a simplified system. 
A different method is now required, and the necessity of a re- 
examination of the principles on which the tax is levied is being 
called for by persons who are entitled to speak on the subject. 
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Patriotism as a Charitable Use. 

AN INTERESTING illustration of the scope and limits which 
surround our somewhat cumbrous legal interpretation of 
“ charitable purposes,” is afforded by Re Tetley, before Russell, J, 
(reported elsewhere). A testator left one-fifth of his residuary 
estate, estimated at about £200,000, to trustees “‘ to devote and 
apply the same for such patriotic purposes or objects and such 
charitable institution or institutions, or charitable object or 
objects in the British Empire as my trustees may in their absolute 
discretion select, in such shares and proportions as they shall 
think proper.” Thus there was a choice between two different 
sets of objects anywhere in the British Empire, namely, either 
“ patriotic” or “ charitable” purposes. In other words, the 
testator himself drew a distinction between a “ patriotic” and 
a “charitable” purpose; he evidently considered that, by 
including the former term, he was giving his trustees wider powers 
than if he had mesely referred to “ charitable” objects. Had he 
said “ charitable objects, etc., including inter alia patriotic objects 
and institutions,” there might have been a difficulty in saying 
whether the patriotic objects so referred to could be other than 
charitable. As it was, the learned judge had to consider the 
meaning of “ patriotic purposes,” set out in contrast to 


“‘ charitable ” purposes, and inferred that it must mean some kind 


of “ political purposes”; but such objects have been expressly 
declared incapable of being the subject of charitable trusts: 
Bowman v. Secular Society, Ltd., 1917, A.C. 406. The gift, 
therefore, was declared a bad charitable use. But what is really 
a patriotic purpose appears so far not to have been the subject 
of judicial decision. 


Suicide Compacts. 

Mr. Justice Lush has recently performed a very real public 
service in boldly counselling juries to disregard the archaic 
technicalities of our law and refuse to convict of murder the 
survivor of two would-be suicides who have entered into a 
joint compact to take their lives. That such a survivor is guilty 
of murder, according to the strict rule of our Common Law, 
there is no possibility of doubt: but the ground on which it 
rests is a little uncertain. Where two persons, A and B, take part 
in the murder of C, A handing an axe and B felling the victim 
with it, they are obviously principals in the first degree, for each 
takes an essential part in the actual homicide. Where A barsa 
door to prevent assistance arriving, while B does the deed, they 
are equally principals, but B is now a principal in the first degree 
and A in the second—for A was only present as an aiding party 
on thé scene of the crime, h: did not take a direct part in it. 
Again, where A counsels or incites B to commit the crime and B 
does it, A is an accessory before the fact. Also, when A and B 
conspire to murder C, and A carries out the conspiracy by 
committing the murder, the better opinion is that B, as well as A, 
is guilty of murder. In all these cases both A and B are equally 
guilty of murder; an elaborate discussion of the origin of this 
rule will be found in Chapter 22 of StepHEN’s “ History of the 
Criminal Law.” Again, when B commits suicide he is in law 
guilty of self-murder. Hence when A and B conspire together to 
commit a joint suicide, A and B are jointly guilty of the murder 
of B, if in fact B succeeds in killing himself. All this is un- 
answerable logic, but one may reasonably doubt whether it is also 
common sense. For, after all, in murder the victim does not 
assent to his killing, and although the law may refuse to treat 
consent to a crime by the victim as a justification of the crime, 
yet it does affect the moral category of the act. Indeed, our whole 
law of murder requires revision in the light of modern ideas. 


The Lost Privileges of the Temple. 


THE INTERESTING case of Police Commissioner v. Wood, Times, 
21st inst., will recall to many Templars the lost privileges of theit 
ancient Inn. The defendant was summoned at the Mansion 
House and fined for loitering in the precincts of the Temple with 
intent to bet: no objection was taken to the jurisdiction. 
Probably, since the passing into law of the Metropolis Management 
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Act of 1855, no objection could be taken; because that Act 
practically abolished any old “ liberties” which still survived 
within the ambit of the Metropolis as there defined. But prior 
to that date it was a moot question whether or not any court 
except the Benchers’ Parliament had jurisdiction over offences 
committed in either of the Temples, and the Inns were certainly 
exempt from Public Health jurisdiction and from liability to the 
payment of rates. The London Government Act of 1899, which 
carved up London into twenty-nine boroughs, including the City 
and Westminster, defined these areas in such a way as to bring 
the Temple within the City; apparently none of the numerous 
members of the Inn then having seats in the House of Commons 
realized that the effect of this would be to subject the Temple to 
liability for City rates. Some years passed away before the City 
made a claim, and now the matter has been made the subject 
of a compromise ; each Inn as a unit pays a rate and charges 
its tenants either a low rate, asin the Inner Temple, or an increased 
rate, asin the Middle Temple. Lincoln’s Inn and Gray’s Inn have 
never enjoyed these exemptions and their premises have always 
been rated in the same way as others within their area. 








Lawyers in the New Parliament. 


The following list of Counsel and Solicitors in the new Parliament 
will, we think, be found ‘generally correct. We have not 
attempted to distinguish Counsel who practice from those who 
do not, or which of the Solicitors are still in practice. 

Krnq’s CouNSEL. 
Apkins, Sir Ryland, Middleton, Lancs. 
ALEXANDER, Col. Maurice, Southwark, 8.E. 
AsquirH, H. H., Paisley 
Banks, R. Mitchell, Swindon 
Burcuer, Sir J. G., York 
Caut.ey, H. §8., East Grinstead . 
Cecit, Lord Robert, Hitchin 
GacpraitH, J. F. W., East Surrey 
GREAVES-LORD, W., Norwood 
Gwynne, R. 8., Eastbourne 
Harney, E. A. St. A., South Shields 
Hastines, Patrick, Wallsend 
Hawkg, J. A., St. Ives 
HeEMMERDE, E. G., Crewe 
Houter, G. F., Rochester 
Hoge, Douglas M., St. Marylebone 
Horng, Sir Robert, Glasgow 
Hume-Wi.1aMs, Sir E., Notts, Bassetlaw 
Hurst, Lt.-Col. G. B., Manchester, Moss Side 
Hurtcuison, G. A. C., Midlothian, Northern 
Inskip, T. W. H., 8.G., Bristol, Central 
Jowirt, W. A., The Hartlepools 
Lort-WIL.iaMs, J., Rotherhithe 
McCurpy, C. A., Northampton 
MacnaGuHtTeEN, Sir Malcolm, Londonderry 
Mappocks, H. H., Nuneaton 
Matuew, C. J., Whitechapel 
Morris, H., Bristol 
NizxD, Sir H., Ealing 
Po.tock, Sir E., Warwick 
Raw.inson, J. F. P., Camb. Univ. 
Scort, Sir Leslie, Liverpool, Exchange 
Simon, Sir John, Spen Valley 
Sineveton, J. E., Lancaster 
Smiru, Sir Harold, Liverpool, Wavertree 
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JuNIOR COUNSEL. 


ATLEE, Maj. C. R., Limehouse 

BERKELEY, Capt. R., Nottingham, Central 
Betrerton, H. B., Nottingham, Rushcliffe 
CassE.s, J. D., Leyton, West 

Coss, Sir Cyril, Fulham, West 
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Corg, Major W., Llandaff C. 
Davies, J. C., Denbigh L. 
Davison, Sir W. H., Kensington, South C. 
Ex.ior, Capt. W. E., Lanark C. 
Exuis, R. G., Wakefield C. 
EntwWistTLzE, Major C. F., Hull L. 
Ganzonl, Sir J., Ipswich C. 
Hones, Col. J. P., Preston L. 
Lioyp-GREAME, Sir P., Hendon C. 


Locker-Lampson, Commdr. O., Handsworth C 
McNELLL, Ronald, Canterbury C 
MarsHALL, Sir Arthur, Huddersfield L 
Parry, Lt.-Col. T. H., Flint L. 
Prinate, W. M. R., Penistone L. 
Renrout, G. 8., Lowestoft C 
Suaw, Hon. Alex., Kilmarnock L 
Suepperson, E. W., Leominster C 
SKELTON, A. N., Perth C 


THornTON, M. R., Tavistock L. 
THorrPE, Capt. J. H., Manchester, Rusholme C. 
Turton, E. R., Thirsk C. 
Warson, Capt. J. B., Stockton-on-Tees Es 
West-RussE.1, Major A., Tynemouth C. 
Woop, Major M. M., Aberdeen, Central L. 
SoLicrrors, 
Brrp, Sir William, Chichester C. 


Butt, Sir William, Hammersmith, South C 
Foor, Isaac, Bodmin L 
Gates, P. G., Kensington, North C 
Groree, D. Lloyd, Carnarvon L 
Gray, F., Oxford L 
HERBERT, Dennis, Watford C. 
Hixey, Sir E. V., Birmingham, Duddeston C. 
Hoop, Sir Joseph, Wimbledon C 
Hutcuison, W., Glasgow C 
Jounson, Sir L. 8., Walthamstow C 
Joynson-Hicxs, Sir William, Twickenham C 
Lowe, Sir Francis, Edgbaston } 
Nessirt, R. C., Chislehurst © 
Roserts, 8., Hereford C 
RusseE.1, W., Bolton y 
RutuHERFoRD, Sir W. W., Liverpool, Edge Hill C 
Smrra, Sir Allan M., Croydon, 8. C 
Sparkes, H. W. S., Tiverton Y 
TuorneE, G. R., Wolverhampton, E. L 
Wiutey, A., Leeds, Central C 


Woop, Sir H. Kingsley, Woolwich, W. C. 
WorsFo.p, Dr. T. C., Mitcham C. 
Worruineton-Evans, Sir L., Colchester C. 








The Right to Sue on Restrictive 
Covenants. 


Tue development of building estates by private individuals 
has been in modern times accompanied by the well-known device 
of restrictive covenants entered into for the purpose of main- 
taining the intended character of the estate—usually its character 
as a residential estate ; and these covenants have given rise to a 
somewhat extensive and by no means simple branch of the law. 
The matter starts with the distinction that while, as between 
landlord and tenant, both the benefit and the burden of a covenant 
may run with the reversion and the term respectively, there is 
no such general rule as between vendor and purchaser, and as 
regards the burden of the covenant it never runs with the land 
at law: Austerberry v. Oldham Corporation, 29 C.D. 750; when 
once the land of the covenantor has been assigned, the liability 
of the.assignee depends on equitable doctrines. If the covenant 
is positive—for instance, to expend money on the land—the 
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assignee is not liable in equity : Haywood v. Brunswick Building 
Society, 8 Q.B.D. 403; but if it is a negative—i.e., a restrictive 
covenant—he is bound in equity ; not merely, as would appear 
from Tulk v. Mochay, 2 Ph. 774, on the ground that he takes 
with notice, but because the covenant creates an equitable 
interest which affects every owner of the land until there is an 
owner who has obtained the legal estate for valuable con- 
sideration without notice: London and S.W. Ry. Co. v. Gomm, 
20 Ch. D. 562, 583. 

jut the chief difficulties arise in determining who are the 
persons who are entitled to enforce the covenants. For this 
purpose covenants, as pointed out by Farwe.t, J., in Osborne v. 
Bradley, 1903, 2 Ch., p. 450, fall under three classes: (1) Where 
the covenant is entered into simply for the vendor’s own benefit ; 
(ii) where the covenant is for the benefit of the vendor in his 
capacity of owner of a particular property ; and (iii) where the 
covenant is for the benefit of the vendor in so far as he reserves 
unsold property, and also for the benefit of other purchasers as 
part of a building scheme. As to the circumstances which 
constitute a building scheme, see Reid v. Bickerstaff, 1909, 2 Ch. 305, 
and when such a scheme is proved, the benefit and the burden of 
the covenants run in equity with the pieces of land which are 
subject to the scheme. Cases where the covenants are entered 
into simply for the vendor’s own benefit include the case where 
the vendor and covenantee sells the whole of his land in the 
neighbourhood to the purchaser and covenantor : Formby Vv. 
Barker, 1903, 2 Ch. 539. “ If,” said Romer, L.J., in that case, 
‘ restrictive covenants are entered into with a covenantee, not 
in respect of or concerning any ascertainable property belonging 
to him, or in which he is interested, then the covenant must be 
regarded, so far as he is concerned, as a personal covenant—that 
is, as one obtained by him for some personal purpose or object.” 
And in such case, as the Lord Justice added, it is not legally 
permissible for him to assign the benefit: of such a covenant so as 
to place the assigns—and other assigns in turn—in his position. 
“ Clearly at law such a right or power to assign does not exist, 
and in equity up to the present time no such right has been 
recognised.” 

Putting aside covenants which are merely personal, which 
are not assignable at all, and covenants incident to a building 
scheme, which, it may be said, assign themselves, or pass auto- 
matically, there is left the case where the covenant is for the 
benefit of the vendor in his capacity of owner of a particular 
property. In this last case the covenant is capable of passing 
with the particular property, but it depends on the circumstances 
whether it requires express assignment or passes automatically 
on the assignment of the land. The question is whether on 
such assignment the benefit of it has been already annexed to 
the land, so as to pass on the assignment as a part of the land ; 
or whether the covenant has been obtained by the vendor for 
the benefit of his land generally without definitely attaching it 
to particular parts of the land. At least this seems the only 
intelligible ground for the distinction that the benefit of the 
covenant sometimes passes automatically with the land and 
sometimes ‘requires express assignment. It follows that if 
the vendor subsequently parts with the whole of his remaining 
land to a single purchaser, the benefit of the covenant passes 
automatically: Renals v. Cowishaw, 9 Ch. D. p. 130; 11 Ch. 
D. 866; for ex hypothesi,it is attached to either the whole or 
some part of the land, and necessarily passes on an assignment 
of the whole. The difficulty arises when a part only of the land 
retained by the vendor passes on a subsequent sale, and then, 
unless there is an express assignment of the benefit of the 
covenant, it becomes necessary to ascertain whether the benefit has 
been specifically annexed to that part of the land so as to pass 
with it automatically. On this question Rogers v. Hosegood, 
1900, 2 Ch. 388 is the leading authority. ‘ When,” said 
Cots, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, p. 407, 
“ the benefit has been once clearly annexed to one piece of land, 
it passes by assignment of that land, and may be said to run with 
it in contemplation as well of equity as of law, without proof 





of special bargain or representation on the assignment.” Ip 
that case, the covenant was, in the first purchase deed, expressed 
to be for the benefit of the remaining lands of the vendors (or 
their mortgagees) adjoining or near to the premises sold. These 
lands were capable of identification, and accordingly it was held 
that the benefit of the covenant attached at once to each part 
of the lands retained, and passed on a subsequent assignment 
of any part even though the assignee had no knowledge of the 
covenant. But, of course, if the benefit of the covenant has 
not been annexed to a part of the land subsequently sold, then 
the purchaser cannot take this benefit, unless he was aware 
of the covenant and stipulated that the benefit of it should 
be included in his purchase: see Reid v. Bickerstaff, ubi supra, 
at p. 320. 

The above principles are illustrated by the recent decision 
of Sargeant, J., in Lord Northbourne v. Johnston & Son, 1922, 
2 Ch. 309. An appeal was brought against the decision but was 
compromised. Under the will of a testator who died in 1860, 
an estate was vested in trustees in trust for A. From 1860 
onward, the estate was developed as a building estate, restric- 
tive covenants to preserve the residential character of the estate 
as a whole being imposed on the purchasers of the parts which 
were from time to time sold. In 1881 part was conveyed by the 
trusteesand A to F, who entered intoa restrictive covenant. In 
1884 the trustees conveyed the then remaining unsold parts to 
A, but did not assign to her the benefit of the covenants taken 
from F and other purchasers. In 1893 N, the plaintiff, became 
absolutely entitled under A’s will, to the unsold portions. The 
defendants Jounston & Son were assigns of F and proposed to 
erect a building in breach of the covenant. In 1921 the 
representative of the last surviving trustee assigned to N the 
benefit of the covenant. Toan action by N tor aninjunction three 
defences were raised: (1) that after the conveyance of 1884 the 
land protected by the covenant became severed from the con- 
tractual right under the covenant and that the two rights were 
not capable of being reunited by the assignment of 1921 ; (2) that 
the land still belonging to N was not land for the benefit of which 
the covenant was imposed, or at any rate was not land which would 
be damaged by the breach of the covenant ; and (3) that there 
had been an alteration in the character of the neighbourhood. 
The last defence raises the question on which Duke of Bedford 
v. Trustees of British Museum, 2 My. & K. 552, is the leading 
case, and we are not dealing with it here. This defence failed. 
The material ones are the first and second, but the first appears 
to attach undue importance to the assignment of the contract. 
Since N was beneficially entitled to the unsold land he was in 
equity entitled also to the benefit of the covenant, and Formby 
v. Barker, supra, and London County Council v. Allen, 1914, 
3 K.B. 642, which were relied on to shew that the covenant had, 
upon the trustees parting with the rest of the land, become 
covenant in gross which no longer concerned the land, appear 
not to have any application, and so Sarcanrt, J., held, though he 
seems to have attached some importance to the express assign- 
ment of the covenants. It may be a prudent precaution for 4 
beneficiary to get these in, and the present case shews that this 
can be done at any time before action, but it is submitted that the 
beneficiary could also sue for an injunction on his equitable title. 
The benefit runs, as stated in the passage from Rogers v. Hosegood 
cited above, in contemplation as well of equity as of law. 

The second defence also failed for it seems that the covenant 
was entered into for the benefit of the entire estate of the trustees 
remaining unsold and passed with that, hence a subsequent 
assignment. But this raises the question as to what indications 
in a conveyance of part of an estate are sufficient to annex the 
benefit of the covenant to the whole of the estate. It seems that 
it is not sufficient for the vendor to take the covenant to himself, 
his heirs, and assigns: Renals v. Cowlishaw, supra; Ives v. 
Brown, 1919, 2 Ch. 314; the land which is to be protected must 
be in some way defined. In Rogers v. Hosegood, supra, the 
covenant, as above stated, was for the benefit of the adjoining 
lands of the covenantees. In the present case SarGANT, J. 
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referred to this as a “ precise arrangement” which in general 
would be impracticable. Possibly we have overlooked something 
in Rogers v. Hosegood, but we should have thought the words 
were general rather than precise. In any case it seems clear that 
the covenant in Lord Northbourne v. Johnston & Son was for the 
benefit of the entire estate which was in course of development, 
and the extent of that estate was a matter of evidence. On 
this part of the judgment, it is, perhaps, not quite clear whether 
the enforceability of the covenant by N depended on the express 
assignment to him, or on its being annexed to the land. But 
it was held—and perhaps this is the only important result of the 
case—that if the owner of the remaining land is entitled to enforce 
the covenant at all against assigns of the original covenantor, he 
is not bound to show that at the time of action the covenant is 
really required for the protection of his remaining land; or at 
any rate the onus is on the covenantor or his assign to show that 
the covenantee cannot possibly be prejudiced. The case 
illustrates the difficulty which attends the enforcement of 
restrictive covenants, and suggests that some attempt should be 
made to introduce into the law definite tests as to enforceability. 
The draftsman can do a good deal by always defining carefully 
the lands which are to be protected. As regards the discharge 
or modification of restrictive covenants, provision is made by s. 90 
of the Law of Property Act, 1922. But the point which requires 
to be dealt with is the necessity of an express assignment of 
the benefit of the covenant. 








Famous Laymen of Lincoln’s Inn. 


Ir may not be generally known that Lincoln’s Inn, in addition 
to its magnificent galaxy of famous Chancellors, can lay claim 
to an exceptional number of men who have achieved distinction 
in other walks of life than the law, after spending part of their 
youth as students of the Inn. Among others may be mentioned 
Oliver Cromwell, William Pitt, W. E. Gladstone, Walter Bagehot, 
and probably Benjamin Disraeli. In the case of the last, research 
has not disclosed his name in the books of the Inn, but this is 
not in itself of any negative importance, since a century ago 
the records were in their infancy and the names of students 
who did not attain to call were not necessarily preserved. 
Disraeli, according to his own account to his whip, Sir William 
Fraser, author of ‘‘ Disraeli and his Day,’’ ate dinners for a term 
or two in Lincoln’s Inn, and incidentally attended the chambers of 
a solicitor in the adjoining Lincoln’s Inn Fields in the character 
of a pupil—a practice then common, but now somewhat fallen 
into desuetude. As regards Cromwell, tradition has preserved 
his membership of an Inn of Court, and all the evidence points 
to Lincoln’s Inn, although he, too, does not appear ever to 
have been called. 

It is interesting to think of the Great Protector as a member 
of Lincoln’s Inn, even if only for a brief period of his youth. 
For Oliver, in days to come, was to abolish altogether the Courts 
of Equity along with the Courts of Star-Chamber and High 
Commission, although they were restored in 1662. It should 
not be forgotten that the then Courts of Chancery, the Star 
Chamber, and High Commission were in their origin all alike, 
the Chancellor’s courts of equity—administering respectively 
civil equity, criminal equity and ecclesiastical equity. Each 
was alike obnoxious to the Common Law, and to the great common 
lawyers—pupils and admirers of Coke—who dominated the 
Long Parliament until it vanished with the ‘‘ Speaker’s Mace.” 
The application of Equity to the Criminal Law and to 
Ecclesiastical matters, had it been restored, purged of its 
tyrannical procedure, ‘‘ when King Charles enjoyed his own 

in,” might gradually have developed alonglines similar to those 
of the Court of Chancery and have introduced into our Criminal 
Law and our Matrimonial Law many beneficial improvements 
which have had to await the irregular and occasional efforts 
of reforming Law-Officers in the Nineteenth Century. 

William Pitt, unlike Oliver Cromwell, was called to the Bar 
and for one year went the Western Circuit. But at the age of 
twenty-three he was summoned post-haste from his briefs 
to enter the Cabinet, and at twenty-five he became Prime Minister. 
Only once in later life, namely in 1802, when for a brief space 
he was out of office—because of the King’s objection to his 
proposal to emancipate Roman Catholics—he again took 
thambers and went on circuit; but then, too, he was swiftly 
recalled to office. Pitt’s name, carved on a stone-dial, adorns 
the western wall of Stone Buildings, and his bust appears in the 
hall behind the Benchers’ table. Lincoln’s Inn may well be 
proud of this famous son. 


Gladstone, on leaving Oxford, according to Lord Morley, 
read for a year or two in Lincoln’s Inn, but he never cared for 
the Bar, and did not go on with it when offered a seat in the 
House of Commons at the early age of two-and-twenty. Of him 
one feels reasonably certain that in any profession he would 
have reached the highest place. In the Church, he must have 
been Archbishop of Canterbury, at the Bar, Lord Chancellor. 
For he had great gifts of mind and voice, colossal energy, untiring 
in duty, as well as a character of compelling earnestness and a 
physical beauty that charmed and impressed all. Like Burke, 
as Dr. Johnson said, no man could pass him in the street without 
saying: there goes a great man, who is he? He had, too, an 
iron will and great physical strength—matters of importance 
at the Bar. Lincoln’s Inn must regret, perhaps selfishly, that so 
great a son was lost to her. 

Walter Bagehot, of course, is not in quite the same class of 
very great men as those we have mentioned. But he was a 
distinguished man of letters and a brilliant economist. His 
wise and witty ‘‘ Literary Studies ”’ are full of reference to his 
student days in Lincoln’s Inn, and some of the most interesting 
memorials of the ways and customs of the Inn in the first half 
of the Nineteenth Century are to be found in his delightful essay 
‘* Lawyers Bad and Good.’’ His fame as an authority on the 
English Constitution, of course, is not likely to let him be for- 
gotten; but, for good or for evil, the English Constitution has 
changed much since his days. Curiously enough, he predicted 
most of the changes, even the possibility of Soviet Government 
via the path of a Trade Union Congress. A very wise son of 
Lincoln’s Inn, he ought not to be forgotten among those who 
have conferred distinction on the Society. 








The New Statutes. 


The Finance Act, 1922, 12 & 13 Geo. 5, c. 17. 


ENTERTAINMENT Duty, which was introduced by the Finance 
(New Duties) Act, 1916, is still in force, but, pending its abolition, 
experience shows that an increasing number of exempt ions have 
to be granted. Exemptions in the case of entertainments for 
philanthropic, charitable, and educational purposes were con- 
tained in the original Act, and these were extended by the 
Finance Act of the same year (1916), and by the Finance Act, 
1921. They are further extended in favour of societies for 
promoting graphic art or the art of sculpture, and of exhibitions 
of such works, by s. 13 of the Finance Act of the present year, 
and s. 11, ‘‘ for removing doubts,” declares that the duty is 
payable :—(a) on payments for admission to an entertainment 
made to a person other than the proprietor of the entertainment ; 
and (b, on ‘‘ payments of rent made in respect of an interest in 
any premises which is primarily acquired for the purpose of 
securing admission to an entertainment ”’; in other words, it 
would seem a devotee of ‘‘ the pictures ’’ cannot secure immunity 
by renting a seat for his exclusive use. This, we believe, was the 
principle on which stalls in the Albert Hall were originally 
allotted. Some changes of a special nature, which it is not 
necessary to notice in detail, have been made as regards licences 
for motor-cars and similar vehicles by ss. 14 and 15. These 
sections come into force on Ist January next. The above are 
contained in Part I of the Act—‘‘ Customs and Excise.” 

Part II—‘‘ Income Tax and Inhabited House Duty ’’—by s. 16 
reduces the rate of income tax to 5s., but continues supertax 
unchanged. The succeeding sections make important changes as 
to the assessment of and liability to income tax. Section 17 
substitutes a new rule for r. 2 of the Rules applicable to Case III 
of Sched. D. This case deals with interest and discounts and 
similar profits, and under r. 2 the tax has been computed “ on the 
full amount arising within the year ending on that day of the 
year preceding the year of assessment on which the accounts are 
usually made up.” But under the construction given to rr. 1 and 2 
by the House of Lords in Brown v. National Provident Institution, 
1921, 2 A.C. 222, income of the previous year was not a basis 
of charge in the year of assessment unless there was a continuing 
income in the latter year also. This loophole for the escape of 
the tax-payer is blocked by the new rule, which provides that 
the tax shall be computed (a) as respects the year of assessment 
in which the profits first arise, on the full amount of the profits 
arising within that year ; and (b) as regards subsequent years of 
assessment, on the full amount of the profits arising within the 
year preceding the year of assessment ; and there are two pro- 
visoes as to the mode of assessment. Thus the principle of 
computing the profits according to the amount of the preceding 
year is maintained, and the result in Brown’s Case seems to 
really excluded by para. (2) of the new rule :—** Tax shall be 
paid on the actual amount computed as aforesaid without any 


deduction.” s 
Changes of more general importance are introduced by ss. 18, 





20, and 21. Section 18 shifts all employees at salaries who have 
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been hitherto assessed under Sched. D to Sched. E. We discussed 
this section recently, ante, p. 73, and it is not necessary to add 
anything here. Section 19 gives to persons charged under 
Sched. E an appeal to the Special Commissioners. Section 20 is 
intended to prevent evasion of tax by revocable settlements; 
by settlements which cannot operate for more than six years ; 
and by settlements on infant children for less than the life of the 
child. This, also, we have already discussed (ante, p. 5). The 
section probably renders ineffectual a good many settlements 
which have been made of recent years, but it does not touch 
settlements, not merely temporary, in favour of adult children, 
and it is recognized that the taxpayer is entitled to diminish his 
liability to tax by distributing his income among adult members 
of his family other than his wife. 

The other important change is that made by s. 21 in respect 
of super-tax on the undistributed income of certain companies. 
This is a long and difficult section which underwent ccnntiidanthe 
discussion in Committee on the Finance Bill, and we propose to 
consider in detail hereafter. Here it is sufficient to say that the 
section seems to have been suggested by the scheme revealed in 
Inland Revenue Commissioners v. Sanson, 1921, 2 K.B. 493, under 
which it was possible for the proprietor of a one-man company to 
keep the profits undistributed and so avoid super-tax—though, 
of course, not income tax—while at the same time utilizing them 
for his own purposes. 

Section 23 makes an important change as to assessments under 
Sched. B, the annual value being substituted in the definition of 
assessable value for ‘‘ twice the annual value ’’; and by s. 24 
the fraction of allowance for repairs underr.7 of No. V of Sched. A 
is increased ; for this purpose new paragraphs (i) and (ii) are 
substituted for these paragraphs of r. 7 (1) (6), but for the details 
it is better to refer to the Act ; and s. 25 makes changes in r. 8 
(as to relief in respect of the cost of maintenance, repairs, &c.) ; 
but it should be noted that neither section is to have effect as 
regards tax for 1922-23, and s. 24 is, unless Parliament otherwise 
determines, to continue only till 5th April, 1928. 

Attention should also be directed in Part II to s. 30 which 
provides as to the income from residue given to a charity where 
the residue is not paid till after a year from the death of the 
testator ; in Part III to s. 34 which authorizes the payment of 
outstanding Excess Profits Duty by instalments, and s. 35 
which allows, in special cases of succession to a business by 
relatives, an extension of the right under s. 38 of the Finance 
(No. 2) Act, 1915, toa repayment of or set-off against Excess Profits 
Duty in case of a deficiency or loss ; and in Part V to s. 44 which 
provides as to payment of estate duty in respect of land or chattels 
settled by Act of Parliament or Royal Grant, and enables it to be 
treated as a charge on and raised out of corpus. 








Res Judicate. 


Tenants for Life and Casual Profits. 


(Re Foster's S.E., 1922, 1 Ch. 348; Re 
ibid. 500). 

From time to time various moneys accrue in respect of settled 
land which are not of the nature of ordinary income but of casual 
profits, and the question arises whether they are payable to the 
tenant for life for his own benefit, or to the trustees, and in the 
latter case whether they are to be treated as capital, or to be 
divided between the tenant for life and the remaindermen. As 
regards money paid for the surrender of a lease, the common law 
rule, as stated by Swinfen Eady, J., in Re Hunloke’s S.E., 1900, 
1 Ch. 941, is that it belongs to the life tenant, and in that case 
where the tenant for life was legal life tenant, and the lease had 
been granted under a power in the settlement and not under the 
Settled Land Acts, he held that the rule applied and that the 
money belonged to the tenant for life as a casual profit. But 
in Re Rodes, 1909, 1 Ch. 815, Parker, J., pointed out that Re 
Hunloke’s S.E. really depended on the absence of any fiduciary 
relation between the tenant for life and the remainderman, since, 
the case being outside the Settled Land Acts, s. 53 of the Act of 
1882 did not apply. In Re Rodes the lease was granted and the 
surrender accepted under the statutory powers—that is, the 
surrender was accepted under s. 13 of the Act of 1882—and 
Parker, J., held that, while the money was not capital, it was 
apportionable between the parties, and accordingly he directed 
it to be paid by instalments to the tenant for life or other the 
person entitled for the time being. But in that case the tenant 
for life was equitable tenant for life only, so that it was easy to 
discard the common law rule. In Re Penrhyn’s Settlement, supra, 
the case of a surrender accepted by a legal tenant for life again 
arose, and Eve, J., held that he was entitled to the money paid 
on surrender, notwithstanding that the lease was granted under 
the statutory powers, since he accepted the surrender under his 
common law power. Thus the principle of fiduciary relationship, 
which specially appealed to Parker, J., is dropped, and the 


Penrhyn’s Settlement, 





matter is based, as regards legal tenants for life on their legal 
position and powers. Under the Law of Property Act, 1932, 
the tenant for life will always be the legal owner, and though 
s. 45 (8) says that money received under s. 13 shall, unless the 
court otherwise directs, be capital money, this seems to leave it 
open to the tenant for life to claim it under his legal title in 
accordance with Lord Penrhyn’s Settlements. But if such is the 
real effect, we suggest that it should be made quite clear that 
in all such cases either the tenant for life takes the casual profit 
or does not. 

Another case in which the tenant for life has been allowed to 
retain a lump sum paid in respect of leasehold premises is where 
money has been paid for dilapidations arising from breach of a 
covenant to repair. Provided the tenant for life is not impeachable 
for waste, he is not bound to repair and he can retain for his 
own use money paid in respect of non-repair by the lessee; 
Re Lacon’s Settlement, 1916, 2 Ch. 17, where the Court of Appeal 
reversed the decision of Swinfen Eady, J., 1911, 2 Ch. 351, 
who, like Parker, J., had relied on the fiduciary position of the 
tenant for life. In Re Dealtry, 108 L. T. 832, the same 
rule was applied to an equitable tenant for life. The Law of 
Property Act, 1922, deals with this case by s. 66 on the same 
lines as money paid for a surrender, and, overriding the cases 
just cited, directs that such money shall, unless the court 
otherwise directs, be treated as capital. 

In Re Foster’s S.E., supra, a further case arose. <A tenant for 
life entered into a contract to sell the mansion house and grounds 
for £10,000 and a depositof £1,000 was paid, and on the purchaser’s 
default was forfeited. Since, by the contract, the tenant for life 
purported to be selling under his statutory powers, Eve, J., 
considered that the title to the sum forfeited depended on s. 53 of 
the Settled Land Acts, 1882. Consequently the tenant for life took 
it as trustee and it was capital money. The Law of Property Act 
does not seem to touch the subject otherwise than as mentioned 
above, and, of course, there must always be particular cases to 
be determined on general principles. A useful statement of the 
law, including the application of insurance moneys, will be found 
in Wolstenholme’s Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts, 10th ed., 
pp. 374, et seq. , 








Reviews. 
Glen’s Law of Public Health. 


Guien’s Law or Pusiic Heatra anp Loca, GovERNMENT. 14th edition. 
By the late ALex. Guen, KC., M.A., LL.M., Cantab., Bencher of the 
Middle Temple, Ranpoiru A. GuEen, M.A., LL.B., Cantab., and G. W. 
Batwey, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. IL, Part IV., Div. 2, Miscellaneous 
General Acts. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. In 2 vols., £7 10s. net; in 
6 vols., £8 net. 

We gave the effect of the Publishers’ statement as to the mode of issue 
of the present edition of ‘ Glen’s Public Health ’’ in noticing recently, 
ante, p. 10, the appearance in the six volume edition of Part III and 
Part LV, Div. 1, of Vol. 11 in the two volume edition. Part III contained 
in six Divisions the Gas and Water, and Electricity, and a number of other 
Acts, and Part IV, Div. 1, contained the ‘‘ Clauses’? Acts. Part IV 
consists of two Divisions, and the second Division fills the present Volume. 
It is described as containing ‘‘ Miscellaneous General Acts,’’ and the list 
of Acts included illustrates the very varied nature of the law which affects 
Local Government. Thus the volume contains the Knackers Act, 1786, 
the Agricultural Gangs Act, 1867, the Pawnbrokers Act, 1872, the 
Petroleum (Hawkers) Act, 1881, the Rag Flock Act, 1911, and the Rats 
and Mice (Destruction) Act, 1919. The Pawnbrokers Act, 1922, does not 
require to be included, since it only authorizes an increase in charges ; 
but Acts of the present year which will be found in the volume are the 
Summer Time Act, the Oilin Navigable Waters Act, the Electricity (Supply) 
Act, and the Allotments Act, and also the Law of Property Act. 

At first sight this last Act does not seem to be a matter of Local Govern- 
ment, and fortunately for the size of the volume, it has been only necessary 
to make a judicious selection. Thus, under the amendments of the Settled 
Land Acts, there are new powers for tenants for life to grant or demise land 
for the supply of water and other public purposes ; and the establishment 
of municipal registries of local charges imposes a new duty on local govern- 
ment officials. The effect of those provisions is stated in the notes, but 
ss. 102 and 103 which deal with the public right of access to and the inclosure 
of commons are printed in full. Acts of general importance which are 
printed so far as relevant, and annotated, are the Municipal Corporations 
Act, 1882, the Local Government Acts, 1888 and 1894, the Costs in Criminal 
Cases Act, 1908, and the Ministry of Health and Ministry of Transport 
Acts of 1919. 

In accordance with the plan of the work the same type is used for the 
statutes, where printed verbatim, and the notes, but the notes are dis- 
tinguished by a prominent marginal line, so that there is no confusion. 
An excellent example of an annotated statute is the Public Authorities 
Act, 1893, an Act which the practitioner requires to have always in view. 
The Act itself is short, but the very careful notes which have been added 


extend over some twenty pages and give a full exposition of the scope of’ 





Nov. 


—_—_ 


2 Act 
obviousl 
Local G: 
to have: 


Tae E: 
Annot 
from e€ 
of Se 
the S: 
all th 
conce! 
of Cor 
of Lay 


The fp 
set out : 
to Clubs 
in, and t 
from its 
volume, 
not too 
the subj 
being e) 
contribu 
W. K. § 
Warren, 
tion; M 
for Confl 
Bell for 
volume 
Board h 
Chitty, ' 
Editor-i 


Then co. 
prising } 
lVerseas 
the gent! 
the labou 
as when 
the publ: 
and the 


or if dec 
bind tha 
the Unit 
no hold 

is, as we 
in the L 
this heac 
80 doubt 
it has be 
in Re Chi 
Digest a 
and it a 
the lawy 
number, 
some leg 
we, the 

every da 
Recessar 
Prefatory 
their pul 
Oommon 
V. Miles, 
Queen’ s ( 
% Hass¢ 
and the t 


g22 


— 


legal 
1922, 
ough 
3S the 
ave it 
tle in 
is the 
> that 
profit 


ed to 
where 
1 of a 
hable 
r his 
SSee : 
ppeal 

351, 
f the 
same 
aw of 
same 
cases 
court 


it, for 
yunds 
user’s 
wr life 


53 of 
took 
y Act 
joned 
es to 
f the 
ound 
h ed., 


ition. 
f the 
+. W. 


neous 


Nov. 25, 1922 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 67] 11% 





—_— 





—_ 
the Act and the nature of the claims to which it applies. Great care is 
obviously boing expended over this edition of one of the leading works on 
Local Government Law and the practitioner will find it a very useful work 
to have at hand for reference. 


The English and Empire Digest. 

fae Encrish anp Empree Dicest. With complete and Exhaustive 
Annotations. Being a complete Digest of every English case reported 
from early times to the present day, with additional cases from the Courts 
of Scotland, Ireland, the Empire of India, and the Dominions beyond 
the Seas, and including Complete and Exhaustive Annotations giving 
all the subsequent cases in which judicial opinions have been given 
concerning the English cases digested. Vol. 11. Commons and Rights 
of Common; Compulsory Purchase of Land and Compensation; Conflict 
of Laws; Constitutional Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The present Volume of this encyclopedic Digest contains the Titles 
st out above. Since the last volume issued was Vol. 8, and came down 
to Clubs, or, according to the system of cross-reference, to Common, Tenancy 
in, and the present volume is numbered 11, but omits the Title Companies 
from its alphabetical place, stating that thistwill commence in a separate 
volume, we presume that ‘“‘ Companies’’ is to occupy Vols. 9 and 10, 
not too much space, it would seem, having regard to the importance of 
the subject in modern law, and the scale on which the present work is 
being executed. Of the Titles in this volume, Mr. Alfred Fellows has 
contributed Commons and Rights of Common; four gentlemen, Mr. 
W. K. Scrivenden, Mr. E. W. Chase, Mr. G. C. Dawson and Mr. C. R. 
Warren, are responsible for Compulsory Purchase of Land and Compensa- 
tion; Mr. H. Bates Thompson, Mr. C. &. Collingwood and Dr. R. C. Maxwell 
for Conflict of Laws ; and Mr. C. E. Smally-Baker and Mr. E. S. Moberley- 
Bell for Constitutional Law. And we note with interest that in the present 
volume the prefatory announcement of the members of the Editorial 
Board has been rearranged so as to assign priority not only to Sir Willes 
Chitty, who, since the death of Lord Halsbury, has united the posts of 
Editor-in-Chief and Managing Editor, and the Assistant Editor, Mr. Harry 
Geen, but also to the other assistant-editors, Mr. Harold G. Meyer, Mr. 
R. K. Handoo, and Mr. J. B. Whitmore (solicitor), the Assistant Colonial 
Hiitor, Mr. H. Stephen, and the Sub-Editorial Staff, which now consists 
of Mr. John Robert McIlraith, Mr. John Southall, Mr. Philip R. Thomason, 
Mr. Reginald Dodd, Mr. E. 8. Moberley-Bell and Mr. A. C. Grainger. 
Then comes the long list of Associate Editors, and Advisory Board, com- 
prising members of the Judiciary of Scotland, Ireland, India and the 
@ferseas Dominions. But, as we have said, precedence is now given to 
the gentlemen we have named upon whom, we may be permitted to assume, 
the labour and responsibility mainly rest. - The Organising Superintendent, 
a3 when the former volume was issued, is Miss Winifred Smallwood. Of 
the publishers’ share in the undertaking we need say nothing. The volume 
and the mode of their production speak for themselves. Si monwmentum 
requiris, circumspice. 

Of Case Law and its multiplication, much might be said. In a sense, 
every decision that is given in any court, great or small, makes law, and 
ithas been said that for this reason every decision ought to be reported; 
or if decisions of particular courts are not law everywhere, at least they 
bind that court. This theory has we believe, caused heart searching in 
the United States, where decisions multiply most rapidly, but it has got 
n hold here. Decisions are reportable or not, andthis aspect of reporting 
is, as we recently noticed, discussed by Sir Frederick Pollock in his Essays 
inthe Law. There has been a singular example recently of mistake on 
this head in Re Cavendish and Arnold (1912, W.N. 83), which Neville, J., 
0 doubted as to request that it should not go into the Law Reports; but 
it has been shown to be right by the recent decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Re Chaplin and Staffs, &c. W. W. Co.’s Contract (ante, p. 46). The present 
Digest assumes that the necessary sifting has been done by the reporters, 
snd it aims at including all the cases contained in the Reports, leaving 
the lawyer who consults it to select for himself. And enormous as is the 
mumber, it is probable that there is no case included which will not serve 
tome legal necessity. Of law which is of occasional rather than general 
we, the title Commons and Rights of Common is an example. It is not 
every day that questions of this nature arise, but when they do, it is often 
Recessary to seek the answer in remote antiquity, and the publishers in a 
prefatory note acknowledge the permission of the Selden Society to lay 
their publications under contribution. A familiar case in which rights of 
Common Law have been keenly contested in recent times is Earl de la Warr 
¥. Miles, 17 Ch. D. 535, which is fully stated at p. 10; others are Warrickv. 
Queen’s College, Oxford, 6 Ch. App. 716, and, Commissioners of Sewers, London 
¥. Hasse, 7 Ch. App. 456. The arrangement,is convenient and helpful, 
and the title includes cases on rights to minerals under commons, which have 

m numerous, such as the recent St. Catherine’s College Cases, 1912, 2 Ch. 
280; 1916 1 Ch. 73; 1919 A.C. 468, and the Bishop Auckland Case, 1906, 
40.305. The value of mining rights is shown by the way in which these 
cases 80 often reach the House of Lords. 

ere is, of course, much of interest in the other Titles, had we space 
togothrough them. As regards Compulsory Purchase and Compensation, 
different test for compensation for lands injuriously affected, according 

% other lands of the same owner have or have not been taken, is entirely 
result of House of Lords decisions such as Buccleugh v. Met. Board of 

, L.R. 5 H.L. 418, and Cowper Essex v. Acton Local Board, 14 App. 





Cas. 153 (pp. 134, 135), and thisis only a sample of the vast array of authori- 
ties which are collected and classified. Under Conflict of Laws—a subject 
difficult in itself and which must have required great learning and ingenuity 
for the due arrangement of the cases—the lawyer will often require to 
find his way readily to cases such as Udny v. Udny, L.R.1 Sc. & Div. 441, 
on domicile, which is digested at p. 310, and shortly referred to also on 
other pages; or Freke v. Carbery, 16 Eq. 461, on the law applicable to 
leaseholds (pp. 359, 364); and at p. 351 will be found recent important 
cases as to the rights of mortgagees of land abroad :— De Beer Mines v. 
British 8. C. Co., 1912, A.C. 52, and Re Smith, Lawrence v. Kitson, 1916, 
2 Ch. 206. That the work is well up to date is shown by Sagor’s Case, 
1921,3 K.B. 532, with respectto acts of the Russian Soviet Republic. And 
the Title Constitutional Law includes a summary of the De Keyser Case, 
1920, A.C. 508. This Title is very elaborately arranged in 21 parts with 
numerous sections and sub-sections. It is interesting to see that the duties 
of Secretaries of State are arranged under the head Secretariat—quite the 
latest thing in Government nomenclature, though possibly only a passing 
term. But it is impossible to do more than give a few samples of the 
wealth of judicial decision in this volume. 








Books of the Week. 


School Masters.—A Handbook of Law for Private School Masters. 
By H. B. V. Vaucuan-Evans, M.A., B.C.L., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Butterworth & Co. 7s. 6d. net. ; 

Magistrates.—The Justice at Work. By AtBerr Lizck, Chief Clerk 
of The Thames Police Court, London. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Son, 
Lid. 2s. 6d. net. 

Inland Revenue.—Reports of Tax Cases, Vol. 3, Part 3. Stationery 
Office. 9d.; post free, 11d. 

Companies.—Palmer’s Company Precedents for use in relation to 
Companies subject to the Companies Acts, 1908 to 1917. Part 1.—General 
Forms. With Copious Notes and an Appendix containing Acts and Rules, 
By Sir Francis Beaurorr Patmer, Bencher of the Inner Temple. 12th 
edition. By Atrrep F. Tornuam, LL.M., K.C., assisted by Lionex L. 
Conen, M.A., ALFRED R. Taytour, M.A., and H. 8. G. Buckmaster, B.A., 
Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 70s. net. 

The Civilians.—Doctor’s Commons and The Old Court of Admiralty. 
A short History of the Civiliansin England. By Wrii1aM Senior, Barrister 
at-Law. Longmans, Green & Co. 6s. net. 








Correspondence. 


Two Points on Railway Law. 
[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal & Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—(1) If a season ticket holder forgets his season ticket and has to 
pay ordinary fare for the journey, has he the right to recover the amount 
so paid notwithstanding the conditiom printed on the application form 
that ‘‘ no refund of such fare will be made’’? Our impression is that it 
was decided in a quite recent case in favour of the passenger, but we have 
been unable to find the report of it. 

(2) By s. 7, s-s. (3), of the Railways Act, 1921, trustees, who at the 
date of an amalgamation confirmed by the Statutory Tribunal were entitled 
to hold any security of a constituent company, shaH be entitled to hold 
the securities of the amalgamated company. Does the word “ securities ’’ 
used in this section include ordinary or preference shares of an amalgamated 
company issued in substitution for the ordinary and preference shares 
of the constituent company ? 

Can you or any of your readers help us ? 

City Souicirors. 
22nd November. 

[Perhaps some of our readers. We fear the special conditions of season 
tickets leave the holder quite at the mercy of the companies. As to the 
second question the term “‘securities’’ seems wide enough to include 
shares : see Trustee Act, 1893, s. 50.—Ed., S.J.] 

[We are obliged to hold over some correspondence. | 





The Naval Commander-in-Chief at Portsmouth has, says The Times 
(20th inst.), ordered reports to be furnished to him by all ships and establish- 
ments into the circumstances under which a number of naval voters who 
are marked “absent” on the local lists were prevented from recording 
their votes at the General Election at Portsmouth. The reports were to 
reach him by Tuesday, and an official inquiry into the matter will be 
held. It is thought that the incident will result in fresh writs being issued 
for the three Portsmouth divisions. Sir Thomas Bramsdon, the defeated 
Liberal candidate in the Centra] Division, entered a formal protest at the 
time of the count, and Sir Thomas Fisher, the National Liberal candidate 
in the same division, who was beaten by the Unionists by only seven votes, 
has announced that he is taking counsel’s opinion on the matter. 
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OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


KERR v. BRYDE. 


CASES 


3rd November. 


LANDLORD AND Tenant—Rent Resrriction—Increase or Rent— 
Necessity ror Norice ro Quir—Increase or Rent, &c. (ResTRICTIONS) 
Acr, 1920 (10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 17), 8. 3. 


Before a landlord can claim to increase rent as permitted by the Increase 
of Rent, &c., Act, 1920, he must have terminated the tenancy by a formal 
notice to quit. 

Newell v. Crayford Cottage Society, 1922, 1 K.B. 656, 66 Sox. J. 472, 
followed. 


This was an appeal from the First Division of the Court of Session in 
Scotland affirming a decision of the Sheriff of Stirling, which affirmed a 
decision of the Sheriff-Substitute. The appellant was the landlord and 
the respondent was the tenant of a small dwelling-house near Glasgow, to 
which the Increase of Rent, &c., Act, 1920, applied. The house was let 
on 28th August, 1916, for a month at £1 2s. 6d. per month, which was the 
standard rent. No notice of removal or notice to quit was given by the 
landlord and the tenant continued in occupation at the same rent until 
28th August, 1920, and was still in possession. On 27th July, 1920, the 
landlord caused to be served on the tenant a notice in the form prescribed 
by the Act of 1920 of his intention to increase the rent as from 28th August, 
1920, by the amount corresponding to the increase of the rates, and on 
26th April, 1921, he served on the tenant a second notice of his intention 
to increase the rent as from 14th July, 1921, by a further 10 per cent. 
permitted bythe Act. The question at issue turned upon the construction 
of s. 3 (1) of the Act of 1920, which provides that, ‘* Nothing in this Act 
shall be taken to authorise any increase of rent exce pt in respect of a period 
during which but for this Act the landlord would be entitled to obtain 
possession.’’ The Sheriff-Substitute held that it was a condition precedent 
to the right of the landlord to impose the increase of rent permitted by 
the Act that he should have terminated the tenancy by a formal notice 
of removal, and dismissed the action, and this decision was affirmed, first 
by the Sheriff, and afterwards by the First Division. 


Lord ArKINson, in moving that the appeal be -dismissed, said the pro- 
visions and powers conferred by the Act of 1920 were to be put aside in 
considering when and under what conditions a landlord under the ordinary 
law became entitled to possession. It was in respect of the period during 
which the increase was permitted that was the decisive matter. In his 
view, the landlord could never in any true sense of the words be entitled 
to obtain possession of a holding till the tenancy had been determined. 
Up to the moment of determination the possession of the holding belonged 
to the tenant and no one, not even his landlord, had the right to deprive 
him of it. As soon as the tenant’s interest had been determined, the 
landlord could under the existing law let his property to any tenant he 
pleased at any rent he could get, and in his view it was just because of the 
absolute dominion which the landlord had over his own property while 
he was in possession of it that by analogy the power was left to him under 
the Act to get an increase of rent. The landlord was all along entitled to 
obtain possession, but he did not succeed in proving that by law the tenancy 
had determined. The use of the word “ obtain’’ was unfortunate and 
misleading, for the simple reason that the obtaining of possession by the 
landlord might be -a very tedious process however well entitled to it he 
might be. If the draftsman had used the simpler and better understood 
words, ‘‘ enter into and keep possession,’’ much, if not all, of the difficulty 
would have been avoided, because it would have been made clear that the 
period in respect of which the rent might be raised under the Act of 1920 
was the period during which under the ordinary law litigation had success- 
fully ended and the landlord had gone in and taken possession. He agreed 
that if the tenant retained possession, not by virtue of the terms of the 
statute, but under and by virtue of a new agreement or tacit relocation 
to either of which it was fairly attributable, the Act did not apply. If 
once @ notice to quit was served and the tenant’s interest terminated, the 
landlord could only make increases of rent under condition and to the 
extent permitted. He was clearly of opinion that the decision appealed 
from was right and should be affirmed. 


Lord Sumner and Lord Carson concurred. 


Lord Dunepin and Lord Wrensury were for allowing the appeal. 
They did not think the Act ought to be construed so as to impose upon 
the landlord the-duty of giving a notice which by the terms of the Act must 
be futile. The test was whether the period for which the increased rent 
was charged was a period for the duration of which but for the Act the 
landlord would be entitled to obtain possession by takingthe propersteps 
for that purpbse.—CounseL: Moncrieff, K.C., and 7. M. Cooper (both of 
the Scottish Bar); Morrice Mackay, K.C., and C. M. Aitchison (both of 
the Scottish Bar). Agents: Beveridge & Co., for Pirie & Stewart, 
Glasgow, and Mackenzie & Fortune, Edinburgh ; Godfrey Warr & Co., for 
D. D, Cormack, Dumbarton, and Dove, Lockhart & Smart, Edinburgh. 


[Reported by 8. E. WitiiaMs, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


JOHN BRIGHT & BROTHERS, LIMITED v. JOHN BRIGHT 
(OUTFITTERS) LIMITED. No.1. 23rd October. 


RESTRAINT OF TRADE—TRaDE-NamMe—Passinc-Orr—Simitak Name 
ADOPTED WITHOUT INTENT TO DECEIVE—NON-COMPETING BUSINESSES— 
InJUNCTION—-UNDERTAKING TO DISTINGUISH AND DISCLAIM CONNECTIOg, 


A company was formed to carry on a retail tailoring and outfitting business, 
with shops in various towns, and adopted, without any intention to deceive, 
as part of their style, a well-known name which was also borne by a wholesale 
textile manufacturing company of long standing. In an action by the latter io 
restrain the former from using the same name. 


Held (affirming the decision of Eve, J.), that as the use of the name by the 
defendants was bona fide, and as there was no competition between the two 
businesses, there was discretion in the court to refuse an injunction, and the 
plaintiffs would be sufficiently protecied by undertakings given by the defendants 
to distinguish clearly their business from the plaintiffs’, and if required to 
disclaim connection with the plaintiffs by notices displayed in their windows, 


Appeal by the plaintiffs fram a decision of Eve, J. The action was 
brought to restrain the defendant company from carrying on business under 
the style or title of John Bright (Outfitters) Limited, or under any similar 
title using the words John Bright, or so as to be calculated to deceive 
customers into the belief that the defendants were associated with or 
agents of the plaintiff company. The plaintiff company, cotton spinner 
and cloth manufacturers, was founded in 1809 by Jacob Bright, and u 
his death in 1851 the name was changed to John Bright and Brothers, the 
late John Bright, M.P., being one of the partners. In 1887 it was registered 
as a limited company. Its principal place of business was at Rochdale, 
the London office being in Wood Street, E.C. The defendant company 
was registered in 1920 to carry on business as tailors and clothiers, having 
a registered office in Piccadilly and at the present time about forty branches. 
There was no one of the name of John Bright in the business. The 
defendants pleaded in their defence that their business was exclusively 
retail, whereas the plaintiffs were not retailers. Eve, J., who found that 
the defendants had acted in good faith, and had adopted their name without 
any knowledge of the plaintiffs, refused the injunction asked for and 
accepted the undertaking offered by the defendants (1) not to engage in or 
carry on business as tailors at Bolton, Blackburn and elsewhere in England 
without clearly distinguishing their business from that of the plaintiffs; 
(2) not to use any advertisements which described them as John Bright 
Limited simply; and (3) if requested by the plaintiffs, to place notices in 
their principal shop windows, disclaiming any connection with the plaintiffs 
There would be no further order, but the plaintiffs were to have general 
liberty to apply, and the defendants must pay the costs of the action. The 
plaintifis appealed and pressed for an injunction to restrain the defendants 
from using the words John Bright in their name under any conditions. 

The Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord SterNpALE, M.R., said that the learned Judge had found that the 
defendants were using a title which might be calculated to deceive persons 
into the belief that they were a branch or agency of the plaintiffs’ business, 
but had decided not to grant any injunction but only to require under 
takings which the defendants offered to give the plaintiffs. [His lordship 
read the undertakings.} That meant that on a consideration of the case 
the learned Judge thought that he ought not to grant any relief extending 
beyond the terms of the undertakings, and the appeal was to ask the Court 
to enlarge the remedy and substitute for the learned judge’s order a2 
order restraining the defendants from carrying on their business undef 
the name of “John Bright.” It was worth notice that the defendants 
had no specia] reason for using the name of John Bright in their company. 
The registrar of joint stock companies had pointed out that there wass 
firm of John Bright and Co., who were spinners, and he suggested that the 
company might be called John Bright (Outfitters) Limited, and that cotton 
spinning should be omitted from the objects in the memorandum of associa 
tion. Essentially, the business was that of bespoke tailors, but a certail 
amount of outfitting, supplying of caps, flannels, &c., was done. Some 
persons had observed the defendants’ shops in northern towns, and 
thought those shops were connected in some way with the plaintiffs’ firm. 
The plaintiffs asked the defendants to change their name, but they refused 
to do so, and offered the undertakings which they were afterwards req 
to give. Mr. Justice Eve’s finding supported the allegation made in the 
statement of claim that the defendants’ name was calculated to caus 
confusion by leading persons to think that the defendants were a branch, 
agency, or extension of the plaintiffs’ wholesale business, and that they 
were embarking in retail trade. There was sufficient similarity to justify 
the Court in holding that it was entitled to restrain the defendants, according 
to the rule laid down in Hendriks v. Montagu, 17 Ch. D., 638, where 
Justice James said (at p. 646): “ All the Court requires is to be satisfied 
that the names are so similar as to be calculated to produce confusi#® 
between the two companies—so calculated to do it that when it is draw® 
to the attention of those who are adopting the name complained of thet 
that would be the result it is not honest for them to presevere in the 
intention, though originally the intention might not have been otherwi#? 
than honest.”” The learned judge found that Mr. Hooper’s evidence # 
to his reasons for choosing the name of John Bright for the defe 
ought to be accepted. There was enough in the case to justify the lea 
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judge’s finding. But now came the question whether he had given the 

intiffs a sufficient remedy. The amount of similarity between the two 
iesesoes was a very important circumstance to be considered. The 
jearned judge came to the conclusion that the plaintiffs would be sufficiently 
protected by the undertakings he had required the defendants to give, 
and he (his lordship) did not see any reason to differ from that decision. 
It was admitted that once the cause of action was established, the learned 
judge had a discretion whether he would grant or refuse an injunction. 
Under all the circumstances of the case, in his lordship’s opinion, he had 
given as much protection as was necessary, and the appeal would be 

Warrincron, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect, and YOUNGER, 
LJ., concurred.—CounsEL: Tomlin, K.C., Courthope Wilson, K.C., and 
John Bennett; Maugham, K.C., and Sheldon. Souicrrors: Torr & Co. 
for C. B. Hudson, Rochdale; Bartlett & Gluckstein. 

[Reported by H. LanayorD Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


In re KENATON (BORNEO) RUBBER, LIMITED. 
P. O. Lawrence, J. 24th October. 
Company—WIinDinG-up—ArrTicLEs—ConstRucTION—SuRrPLus AssETs— 

DistRIBUTION—PaRTLY Parp-up SHARES. 

Where an article provided that if the company should be wound up and the 
assets available for distribution among the members, as such, should be insuffi- 
cient to repay the whole of the paid-up capital, such assets should be distributed 
#0 that as nearly as might be the losses should be borne by the members in 
proportion to the capital paid up or which ought to have been paid up at the 
commencement of the winding-up on the shares held by them respectively. 

Held, that the words ‘‘ at the commencement of the winding-up”’ governed the 
preceding words ‘‘ capital which ought to have been paid up,’’ and that the 
assets available for distribution among the members of the company ought, 
without calling up any uncalled capital, and exclusive of such uncalled capital, 
to be distributed among such members in proportion to the amounts actually 
paid up, or which, according to the calls made before the commencement of the 
winding-up, ought to have been paid prior to the commencement of the winding-up 
on the shares held by such members. 

Ex parte Maude, 1870, L.R. 6 Ch. 51, and In re Anglo-Continental 
Corporation of Western Australia, 1898, 1 Ch. 327, distinguished. 


This was a summons taken out by the liquidator of the above company 
wking how distribution ought to be made. The facts were as follows : 
company was incorporated in 1910 to acquire certain rubber estates 
in British North Borneo. The issued capital of the company consisted of 
20,000 £1 fully paid-up shares and 60,000 £1 shares on which 13s. 6d. per 
share only had been called up and had been paid. There were 5,549 shares 
on which there remained calls unpaid to the amount of about £487. It 
was provided by art. 151 of the company’s articles of association, which 
article was in the form set out in Palmer’s Company Precedents, Volume 1, 
lith edition, p. 783, that if the company should be wound up and the 
ssets available for distribution among the members, as such, should be 
insufficient to repay the whole of the paid-up capital, such assets should 
be distributed so that, as nearly as might be, the losses should be borne 
by the members in proportion to the capital paid up or which ought to 
have been paid up at the commencement of the winding-up on the shares 
held by them respectively. In April, 1922, the usual resolutions were 
passed for the voluntary winding-up of the company, and a liquidator was 
appointed. The liquidator had in bis hands liquid assets, not sufficient 
to repay the capital paid up, amounting to about £8,000 available for 
distribution amongst the shareholders. 

P. 0. Lawrence, J., after stating the fatcs, said : The effect of the article 
Upon its proper construction is to take the case out of the principle of 
Ez parte Maude, supra, which is, that in the absence of express provision 
providing otherwise, the capital account must be equalized by calling up 
ortreating as called up the unpaid capital so far as necessary forthe purpose, 
and repaying the whole of the resulting balance to the shareholders in 
a to the nominal amounts of capital held by them. That case 

been followed in In re Anglo-Continental Corporation of Western 
Australia supra, where the special provision made by the articles in that 
tase is expressed in language different from that used in the article in 
question, and was held not sufficient to take that case out of Ex parte Maude, 
supra. The words “ which ought to have been paid up at the commence- 
Ment of the winding-up”’’ do not throw a duty on the liquidator as a 
consequence of the winding-up to call up the unpaid capital and apportion 
loss upon the principle of Ex parte Maude, supra, but it is intended by 
the article to provide for a case where a shareholder might at that date 
be under a liability for arrears in respect of calls made prior to that date. 
words “‘ at the commencement of the winding-up ’’ govern. the preceding 
words “capital which ought to have been paid up.’’ A declaration will 
‘cordingly be made that the assets available for distribution among the 
Members of the company ought, without calling up any uncalled capital, 
aad exclusive of such uncalled capital, to be distributed among such 
Members in proportion to the amounts actually paid up or which according 
to the calls made before the commencement of the winding-up ought to 
have been paid prior to the commencement of the winding-up on the 
thares held by such members.—CounseL: Hecksher ; Whinney ; Cecil 

- Soxicrrors: Mayo, Elder & Co. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In re TETLEY: THE NATIONAL PROVINCIAL AND UNION 
BANK OF ENGLAND v. TETLEY. 
Russell, J. 19th, 20th, 3lst October ; 9th November. 
CHARITABLE BEQUEST—TRUSTEES—DISCRETION OF—PatRioTic PURPOSES 

OR OBJECTS. 

A gift of residue to trustees ‘‘ upon trust to devote and apply the same for 
such patriotic purposes or objects and such charitable institution or institutions 
or charitable object.or objects in the British Empire as my trustees may in their 
absolute discretion select, in such shares and proportions as they shall think 
proper,” is invalid. 

Houston v. Burns, 1918, A.C.337, and In re Bennett, 1920, 1 Ch. 305, applied. 

Originating summons. This was an originating summons taken out by 
the trustees of the will of the testator to determine the validity of a gift 
therein contained. The will, which was dated the 30th January, 1920, 
contained the following gift of residue : ‘‘ Upon trust as to one-fifth thereof 
to devote and apply the same for such patriotic purposes or objects and 
such charitable institution or institutions or charitable object or objects 
in the British Empire as my trustees may in their absolute discretion select, 
in such shares and proportions as they shall think proper.” 

Russe.., J., after stating the facts, said: If the trustees under the 
terms of the gift are entitled to select a purpose or object which is not 
charitable, then the gift is bad. On the natural and grammatical con- 
struction of the words used the testator authorised his trustees to devote 
the funds either to patriotic purposes or patriotic objects or charitable 
institutions or charitable objects. It is impossible to say that every 
patriotic purpose or object is charitable, although some may be if they are 
beneficial to the community: see The Commissioners for Special Purposes 
of Income Tax v. Pemsal, 1891, A.C. 531, at p. 583. In many cases the 
court would have no means of judging whether the patriotic purpose or 
object selected by the trustees was or was not beneficial to the community, 
and therefore could not effectively control the trustees in the administration 
of the trust. The terms of this gift allow the trustees to apply the trust 
funds either to a charitable or a non-charitable purpose, and the trust is 
therefore void. It was argued that “in the British Empire ” is equivalent 
to “for the benefit of the British Empire,” and qualifies the whole gift, 
that the gift is one for the benefit of a locality and therefore valid, and 
Dolan v. Macdermot, 1867, L.R. 5 Eq. 60, was relied on in support of this 
proposition. But even so, if the gift is read disjunctively, as I read it, the 
point is covered by Houston v. Burns, supra, where the dictum of Lord 
Romilly in Dolan v. Macdermot was stated to be incorrect. This is further 
borne out by Jn re Bennett, supra.—CounsEL : Ashworth James ; Dighton 
Pollock; Courthope Wilson, K.C., and Gavin Simonds; Preston, K.C., and Sir 
Arthur Underhill; C.J. Mathew, K.C.,and Beebee. Soticirors: Pearce & Sons; 
Treasury Solicitor ; Patersons, Snow & Co., for Holmes & Hills, Bocking. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMITED. 
No. 19, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
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Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Office. 
G. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 


. a . ’ . . . 
High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
BOWLING v. CAMP. McCardie, J. 23rd and 26th October. 
Gaminc—Action To Recover Money Parip BY CHEQUE—EFFECT OF 

Gamine Act, 1922, on Penpina ProceepINGs—JURISDICTION—GAMING 

Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 41), s. 2—Gamine Act, 1922 (12 & 13 Geo. 5, 

ce. 19), s. 1—Inrerpretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63), s. 38 (2). 

An action was commenced under s. 2 of the Gaming Act, 1835, for the 
recovery of money paid by cheque in respect of betting transactions. The 
proceedings were pending on the date when the Gaming Act, 1922, came into 
operation, 

Held, that, the effect of 8. 1 of that statute was not such as to prevent the 
continuance of pending proceedings, or to prevent the commencement of fresh 
actions in respect of claims which had arisen before the date of the passing 
of that statute. 

Brooks v. Browne, ante, p. 79, not followed. 


£400,000 








This action was commenced for the recovery of a sum of £96 10s. from 
a bookmaker, being the amount of five cheques drawn in his favour by 
the plaintiff. He claimed to recover it under s, 2 of the Gaming Act, 1835. 
The jury found in favour of the plaintiff that the cheques were given in 
respect of betting transactions. A question of law arose for decision, viz. 
whether having regard to s. 1 of the Gaming Act, 1922, this action, in 
respect of which the writ was issued in February, 1922, could be continued, 
as the proceedings were pending at the date of the passing of that statute 
(20th July, 1922). By s. 1 it is provided: ‘‘ Section two of the Gaming 
Act, 1835 (which makes money paid to the indorsee, holder, or assignee 
of securities given for consideration arising out of certain gaming trans- 
actions recoverable from the person to whom the securities were originally 
given) is hereby repealed. No trustee, executor, or other person acting 
in @ representative or fiduciary capacity shall be under any obligation to 
make orenforce any claim underthe said sectionin respect of any transaction 
completed before the passing of this Act, or be liable for any breach of 
duty by reason of any failure to do so. No action for the recovery of 
money under the said section shall be entertained in any court.”’ 

McCarpte, J., in delivering a considered judgment, said that the case 
was one where the cause of action had accrued before 20th July, 1922, and 
where a writ had also been issued by the plaintiff before that date to enforce 
his claim. It seemed reasonably clear that no cause of action could arise 
after 20th July, 1922, for on that date the new Act became operative, and 
8. 2 of the Act of 1835 was repealed. The substantial question was whether 
the Act of 1922 had any retrospective operation. The Act contained no 
words which purported to destroy any vested rights which existed on 
20th July, 1922. In fact, the sentence in s. 1 exonerating a trustee or 
executor who omitted to enforce a claim seemed to indicate that the Act 
expressly recognized the continuance of subsisting legal rights. They 
relieved a trustee or executor from the obligation oftaking legal proceedings, 
but did not lessen his right to take them if he chose to do so. It was 
difficult to suppose that Parliament intended (without express words) to 
override the provisions of s. 38 (2) of the Interpretation Act, 1889, which 
were, 80 far as material, as follows: ‘‘ Where this Act or any Act passed 
after the commencement of this Act repeals any other enactment, then, 
unless the contrary intention appears, the repeal shall not . . . affect any 
right, privilege, obligation, or liability acquired, accrued, or incurred under 
any enactment so repealed, or affect any . . . legal proceeding or remedy 
in respect of any such right, privilege,obligation, liability . . . as aforesaid.” 
The only words in the Act of 1922 which seemed adverse to the plaintiff 
were: “ No action for the recovery of money under the said section shall 
be entertained in any Court.’’ These words might seem ambiguous unless 
(1) the earlier words of the section were called to mind, which pointed 
clearly to the continuance of actions, (2) the Interpretation Act of 1889, 
and (3) a weighty body of authority. [His lordship referred to Hitchcock 
v. Way, 6 A. & E. 943; Kimbray v. Draper, L.R. 3 Q.B. 160; Re Joseph 
Suche & Co., Lid., 1 C.D. 48; Leeds & County Bank, Ltd., v. Walker, 
11 Q.B.D. 84; Re Athlumney ; ex parte Wilson, 1898, 2 Q.B. 547; Moon 
v. Durden, 2 Exch. 22 ; Smithies v. National Association cf Operative Plasterers, 
1909, 1 K.B. 310.) With regard to another class of cases where a cause 
of action had accrued prior to 20th July, 1922, but no writ had been issued 
until after that date, his lordship arrived at the same conclusion, #.e., that 
the Act of 1922 did not operate to prevent such an action from being 
brought. [He referred to Gilmore v. Shuter, 2 Lev. 227; 2 Mod. 310; 
Knight v. Lee, 1893, 1 Q.B.41.] After full consideration he was of opinion 


that the Gaming Act of 1922 did not operate so as to prevent the continuance 











of pending proceedings or to prevent the commencement of proceedings 
in respect of claims which had arisen prior to the passing of that statute, 
His lordship was aware that he was expressing a view which differed from 


certain recent decisions (see Brookes v. Browne, ante, p. 79). He had, 

however, been requested to form an independent judgment, and important 

decisions and considerations had been brought to his notice which had not 

been brought to notice in the previous cases. There must, therefore, be judg. 

ment for the plaintiff.—CounsEL : Kennedy, K.C.,and Cannot ; J. G. Hurst, 

K.C., and P. B. Morle. Soxicrrors: W. J. Tabrum ; J. J. Hands. 
[Reported by J. L. Dentson, Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders, &c. 


Board of Trade Order. 


DEPARTMENT FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF BULGARIAN 
PROPERTY. 


Treaty oF Peace (Bute@arra) OrpERs, 1920-1922. 


Notice is hereby given, that I intend to declare a first dividend of 10s, 
in the £ in the above administration. 

Payment of this dividend will be made in accordance with the Rules 
made by me with the approval of the President of the Board of Trade 
under Section 1 (iv) of the above Orders. 

All creditors who lodged their proofs of claim with me not later than 
the 30th September, 1922, and who obtain awards in their favour from 
the Anglo-Bulgarian Mixed Arbitral Tribunal entitling them to the benefit 
of the charge imposed by the above Orders over the Bulgarian assets in 
my hands, will, upon lodging the certificates of such awards with me, be 
entitled to participate in the said dividend under the conditions contained 
in the above-mentioned Rules. The first distribution of the said dividend 
will be made on the Ist January, 1923. 

An individual notice will be sent to each creditor as and when he becomes 
entitled to participate in this dividend showing the amount of such dividend 
to which he is entitled and when and how it is payable. 

E. 8. Grey, 








Administrator. 
14th November. [Gazette, 17th November. 








sé Quite recently a gentleman walked into my office 
LEAVE IT and asked the price obtained for his silver sold at 
”? my auction rooms at Calder House, Piccadilly, on 
TO ME . the 28th ultimo. After he had been told the result 
he produced from his pocket a cash offer in writing 
he had received from a well-known London firm on August 31st last, 
As incredible as it may seem, the offer was six and a half times less than 
the figure realized at my sale. Anyone doubting this can have proof of it 
through their lawyers, as obviously I could not dream of broadcasting 
my customer’s business merely to further my own ends. Speaking of 
lawyers, many hundreds of my satisfied customers are clients of the gentle- 
men who prepare our last wills and testaments, which reminds me of the 
dear old lady who was so worried about her will. Her legal adviser in 
his most soothing manner said : ‘«¢ Dear Madam,—Don’t worry, just leave 
it all tb me.” Of course, the lawyer was not hoping to be the legatee, 
but he might have expressed his desire to accommodate his client differently. 
Hundreds of patrons have implicit faith in me where property and jewels 
are concerned, and like the lady and her trusted lawyer—“ leave it all to 
me.” If you have been helped over the stile by me, it would be kind if 
you would take an early opportunity of letting your legal adviser know 
allabout it, because thereby you will put him in the way of helping effectively 
some in dire straits and give me the opportunity of repeating the service 
I rendered in your case. I am now regularly at Calder House, and attend 
personally to all callers; while my art expert will be accompanied on the 
motor tours by a trusted lieutenant who has been on my staff for over 
twenty years. An interesting incident occurred on a recent motor trip. 
At Weston-super-Mare we collected an old ivory model of The Victory. 
A reserve price of £8 was fixed by the owner. It realized £28 at my sale. 
On hearing the result the gratified vendor wrote as follows: ‘ Dear 
Mr. Hurcomb,—I was more than pleased to get your letter and must say 
that you are the most honourable man I have ever known in business. 
I shail do my utmost to speak of you to all my friends.— Yours gratefully 
—.” Tecan produce many hundreds of similar testimonials, all absolutely 
genuine. 

Since I have been selling jewels by auction the lots have averaged 300 per 
sale, and during the past five years the sales have been held weekly and 
sometimes bi-weekly, while 700 of the principal lots have reached over 
half a million sterling. A pendant set with a single diamond sold fot 
£7,300 ; a single-stone diamond ring, £3,965 ; a silver dressing-case, £3,300; 
a row of pearls, £22,500; a small chest of drawers, £175; a pair of chins 
figures (54 ins. high), £850; three framed engravings, £1,250; tapestries, 
stamps, fiddles, antiques, furniture, sold equally well. For a fee of 218 
one of my trusted staff will call and point out your treasures and tell you 
the probable present-day cash value. Probate and insurance valuations 
at moderate fees. Sales on the premises undertaken. 

W. E. HURCOMB, Calder House (corner of Dover Street), Piccadilly, W-l. 

Telephone : Regent 475. P 
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Societies. 
Middle Temple. 


Ata Grand Day dinner held in the Middle Temple Hall on Tuesday night, 
Master His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales, K.G., honoured the Treas- 
urer (Sir Forrest Fulton, K.C.) and the Masters of the Bench with his 
presence. 

The Benchers who dined in the HaJlincluded :— Viscount Finlay, Viscount 
Mersey, Lord Phillimore, Chancellor E. T. Atkinson, K.C., Lord Trevethin, 
Mr. English Harrison, K.C., Lord Parmoor, Sir H. Worsley-Taylor, K.C., 
Sir Robert A. McCall, K.C., Sir John Edge, K.C., Mr. C. C. Scott, K.C., 
Sir Forrest Fulton, K.C., Mr. Blake Odgers, K.C., Lord Carson, Sir Robert 
Wallace, K.C., Mr. Brogden, Judge Ruegg, K.C., Mr. Justice Astbury, 
Mr. Macmorran, K.C., Sir C. F. Gill, K.C., Sir Ellis Hume-Williams, K.C., 
Lord Justice Scrutton, Sir R. D. Muir, Lord Shaw, Lord Dunedin, 
Mr. Powell, K.C., Sir Alfred Tobin, K.C., Mr. Kemp, K.C., Mr. Justice 
Clavell Salter, Mr. de Colyar, K.C., Mr. Justice McCardie, Mr. De Gruyther, 
K.C., Judge Parfitt, K.C., Mr. E. Shortt, K.C., Mr. Newton Crane, K.C., 
Mr. Holman Gregory, K.C., the Rev. the Master of the Temple (the Rev. 
W. H. Draper), and the Under-Treasurer (Major Henry Beresford-Peirse. 








Misuse of Clients’ Money. 


At the Central Criminal Court last Saturday, says The Times, before 
Mr. Justice Avory, James William Browne, 49, solicitor, was charged with 
converting to his own use and benefit, or to the use and benefit of other 
persons, £2,844, £1,264, and £5,000, entrusted to him by the beneficiaries 
under the will of the late Mrs. Newbould de Tink. Mr. Percival Clarke 
and Mr. W. Bentley Purchase prosecuted ; the defendant conducted his 
own defence. 

Counsel for the prosecution said that the late Mrs. Newbould de Tink 
had property in England and South America. She died in 1915, leaving 
two wills, one of her English and the other of her South American property, 
the beneficiaries were her four brothers and sisters. The executor of the 
English will instructed the defendant to act as solicitor in proving the will 
and carrying out its directions, The defendant practised alone in the 
name of Woodthorpe, Browne & Co., in Chancery-lane. The sum of £8,799 
was received by him on behalf of the beneficiaries in respect of the South 
American property. Eventually there was an administration action. The 
defendant stated that he had invested some of the money of the beneficiaries 
ina company called Isidore Poliakoff & Co., Limited, and that the money 
would be available when the beneficiaries required it. The defendant had 
acted as solicitor in the registration of that companyin 1917. In November, 
1919, there was a petition for the voluntary winding up of the company. 
The case for the prosecution was that the defendant had no authority to 
make the investments. 

The defendant, in the witness-box, denied the charge. He said he was 
admitted a solicitor in 1894. Before the war he was making £5,000 a year. 
He regarded the company as being extremely substantial. He did not 
know that in 1919 there would be such a fall] in the price of goods. He 
had paid £5,000 to the beneficiaries, and still owed them £2,000, which he 
intended to repay. He had no intention whatever to defraud. 

The jury found the defendant Guilty, and Mr. Justice Avory, remarking 
that there were mitigating circumstances in the case, sentenced him to 
eighteen months’ imprisonment with hard labour. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Debating Society. 


At a meeting of the Society held at the Law Society’s Hall on Tuesday, 
the 21st day of November, 1922. Chairman, Mr. Raymond Oliver. The 
subject for debate was :—‘‘ That this House welcomes the Government 
formed by Mr. Bonar Law and approves its policy.’’ Affirmative, Mr. H. E. 
Crane. Negative, Mr. J. J. B. Rutter. The following members also 
spoke :—Messrs. D. R. Ward, P. 8. Pitt, R. D. C. Graham, H. Shanly, 
F.C. Coningsby, W. 8. Jones and D. Carswell. The opener having replied, 
the motion was carried by one vote. There were fifteen members and four 
Visitors present. 





Calls to the Bar. 


_ The following students were called to the Bar on the 16th inst. The list 
includes the names of nine women. 

Lixcoty’s Inn.—G. C. Cheshire, of Merton College, Oxford, B.A., B.C.L. 
(studentship C.L.E., Hilary Term, 1911); W. Hussain, of Gonville and 
Caius College, Cambridge, M.A.; K. W. Sorley, of Oriel College, Oxford, 

A. ; K. M. Panjabi, of Emmanuel College, Cambridge ; K. A. Master, of 
Edinburgh University, M.A., B.Sc.; T. S. Vyas, of Downing College, 
Cambridge, B.A.; B. C. Kar, of Queen’s University, Belfast, LL.B., and of 

lency College, Calcutta, M.A.; C. G. S. Gordon, of the University of 


R. W. Hanson, of Calcutta, India; H. G. Meek, of Worcester College, 
Oxford, B.A., of Trinity College, Cambridge, B.A., LL.B., and of Sydney 
University, B.A.; R. A. Swan, Major; R. N. Hill (a student of the Inner 
Temple), of Pembroke College, Cambridge, B.A. 

Inner TemPLe.—J. E. Stephenson, B.A., Oxford; C. Furness-Smith, 
B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; L. R. Dunne, B.A., Oxford; E. V. Hatry, B.A., 
Cambridge; D. H. Corsellis, Oxford; W. I. Grantham, B.A., LL.B., 
Cambridge; R. Mathalone, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; C. H. J. Chichester- 
Constable ; J. F. Gibbons, M.A., Oxford ; E. E. Edwards, B.A., Cambridge ; 
J. Rowlatt, B.A., Oxford ; Miss T. Llewellyn Davies, Cambridge ; O. Awére, 
B.A., Cambridge ; J. M. R. Wreford, B.A., Oxford ; T. G. J. Binnie, B.A., 
Oxford; F. Geary, B.Sc., London; M. L. Gedge; E. H. Halley, B.A., 
Oxford ; G. H. Coyajee, London; E. C.S8. Wade, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; 
R. H. P. Laugharne; T. A. Eaves; C de B. Murray, M.A., LL.B., Glasgow. 

MrippLe Tempie.—W. W. Jameson, M.A., M.D., Aberdeen, M.R.C.P., 
D.P.H., London; M. M. Nathan, M.A., LL.D., K.C., South Africa; F. W. 
Wallace, B.A., Cambridge; T. W. H. Kingston, B.A., Dublin; D. B. 
Toye, LL.B., London; F. L. Moss, B.A., Oxford; G. P. Thomas, B.A., 
LL.B., Cambridge ; B. J. B. Ezard, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; 8. P. Triay, 
LL.B., London; L. C. Warren; A. W. Baldwin, LL.B., London; J. C. 
Macintosh, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge, B.A., Cape; Raj Krishen Bal, B.A., 
Punjab, LL.B., London and Belfast; H. Dhawson, M.A., B.Com., Edin- 
burgh; Helena F. Normanton, B.A., London; Monica M. G. Cobb, B.A., 
LL.B., London; A. Doherty, B.A., Oxford; Ethel B. Ashford, B.A., 
London; Naomi C. Wallace, Second Class Honours, Med. and Mod. Lang. 
Tripos, Cambridge ; Sybil Campbell; Elsie M. Wheeler; Lilian M. Davies, 
LL.B., London; Beatrice H. Davy, LL.B., London; Ram Singh Nehra, 
B.A., Punjab; R. H. Lockhart; J. R. Brouard; H. G. Heather, B.A., 
Oxford ; T. R. C. Goff ; P. H. K. Goonetilleke ; 8. H. A. Baptist ; N. Wake- 
field, B.Sc., London, D.S.0.; W. D. Scott, LL.B., Edinburgh; A. E. 
McCloskey ; W. J. P. Cashman, Captain, Reserve of Officers ; R. Balasaheb 
Pant, B.A., LL.B., Bombay; R. Webster, LL.B., London; R. P. Jones, 
B.A., Wales; M. T. Samuels; G. Koch. 

Gray’s Inn.—C. G. Nayar, holder of a certificate of honour, Council of 
Legal Education, Michaelmas, 1922, B.A., B.L., Madras University; 8. D. 
Fresco, B.A., London; D. P. Kaura, B.A., Punjab University; I. M. 
Phillips, St. Catharine’s College, Cambridge ; D. Weitzman, B.A., Manchester 
University ; F. A. Griffiths, M.C.; F. C. Ray, B.A., Queen’s College, 
Cambridge; F. H. A. Hendry, B.A., LL.B., Christ’s College, Cambridge ; 
R. St. G. 8. Bond, Surgeon Commander, R.N., M.B., Edinburgh University, 
F.R.C.S., Edinburgh, M.R.C.P., London, Director of Medical Studies and 
Professor of Hygiene, Royal Naval College, Greenwich ; N. A. Carr, B.A., 
LL.B., Queen’s College, Cambridge; P. R. Higgins; W. F. Connolly ; 
L. G. H. Lee, J.P., undergraduate, University of London; J. E. Shanahan ; 
F. T. Atkins; M. E. Holdsworth, B.A., LL.B., and Classical Exhibitioner, 
Christ’s College, Cambridge ; I. Powell, sometime scholar of Corpus Christ 

College, Oxford ; H. J. Brett, Trinity Hall, Cambridge ; A. J. Nivison, B.A., 
LL.B., Trinity Hall, Cambridge, B.A., University of South Africa ; J. W. 
Smith, Director of Housing, Ministry of Health; G. M. Garro-Jones ; 
F. G. Paterson, B.A., New College, Oxford; S. B. Sinha, M.A., B.L., Cal- 
cutta University; C. C. Patel, B.A., LL.B., Bombay University; 8. K. 
Dutt, M.A., B.L., Calcutta University ; W. L. Sainsbury, Trinity College 
Dublin, a member of the Bar in Ireland; J. A. Rearden, a member of the 
Bar in Ireland; H. J. Carvill, a member of the Bar in Ireland. 
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Obituary. 
Mr. Frederick W. Yeates. 


We regret to announce the death of Mr. Frederittk Willson Yeates on 
the 17th inst., aged 56. He was a member of the firm of Burton, Yeates 
and Hart from 1891 to 1919, his father and great-grandfather having been 
previously members of the same firm or its predecessors. The late 
Mr. Yeates was compelled to retire from active practice in 1919 in conse- 
quence of ill-health, which was largely caused by his having unfortunately 
been a prisoner in Germany during the early part of the war, and until 
the conditions of his health necessitated his release from Ruhleben. He 
leaves a widow and three children. 











Legal News. 


Business Change. 


Messrs. Mayo, Etprer & Co., of 10, Drapers’ Gardens, Throgmorton 
Avenue, London, E.C.2, inform us that they have taken into partnership 
Mr. LawRENCE PetcHELt Porter, who has been associated with them for 
some time. The partnership will be continued as heretofore under the 
style of Mayo, Elder & Co. ‘ 


Appointments. 


Mr. Sipwzy Hersert Cray has been re-elected Mayor of East Retford 
for a second year. Mr. Clay was admitted a solicitor in February, 1894, 








and practises in Sheffield, Worksop and Retford. 
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Mr. Gitrrip Gorpon Craic, a member of the firm of Speechly, Mumford At Fareham on the 20th inst., Frederick Palmer, of Bem bridge-crescent, 
and Craig, of 10, New Square, Lincoln’s Inn, W.C.2, has been appointed | Southsea, was fined the maximum amount of £20 on each of two charge 
a Justice of the Peace for the County of Middlesex. of driving a motor car in a dangerous manner on 4th a at Wickham 

7 . aa F — and at Porchester, and his licence was ordered to be withdrawn. The 
The Recorder of London (Sir Ernest Wild, K.C.) has appointed Mr. Frank | ®2¢ , - - 
SHewett Cooper a Judge of the Mayor’s and City of London Court in police stated that the = drove wed ays gee y- knocked 
the room of the late Judge Jackson. The Corporation have assigned him down a man by the roadside who was w se — e, an smashed hij 
a salary of £1,500 per annum. Mr. Cooper was called to the Bar in 1893 machine. While passing through Porchester e knocked over a peram bulater 
by the Inner Temple, and went the South-Eastern Circuit. “a. coe ag a ILD. KC. of Whitehall 
, Mr. illiam Frederic amilton, .D., K.C., o itehall-court, 
G al 8.W., a.director of the Linoleum Manufacturing Company, Limited, the 
eneral. Queensland National Bank, the Anglo-Argentine Tramway Company, and 
= ’ pt Dee f it » buildi t other South American concerns, honorary treasurer of the Church Army, 

The Thames Police Court has been transferred to s new bul fin ®* | British delegate to the Conference of the International Law Association, 
Stepney, which was opened s = om “i oP Dickinson, a — and a member of the War Compensations Court, formerly practising on the 
chief magistrate, who sat at the old Thames Court for twenty years, occupiec Western Circuit, who died at Buenos Aires on 17th September, aged 7 
a seat on the bench. years, left estate of the gross value of £23,483, with net personalty £22,762, 

A motorist, who was fined 20s. by Mr. Symmons at the Marylebone In reply to a request to Mr. Bonar Law to give facilities for carrying 
Police Court on the 18th inst. for driving at thirty-two miles an hour in | into effect the report of the Divorce Commission during the coming sessioa, 
Regent’s Park, urged that this was his first offence in nineteen years. | the Divorce Law Reform Union have received a reply from the Prim 
“A fine of 20s. for a motorist is almost like a vote of thanks,” replied | Minister’s secretary as follows: ‘The Prime Minister wishes me to say 
Mr. Symmons. that he fears that it is quite impossible at this stage to make any arrange. 

His Honour Frank Stather Jackson, Judge of the Mayor’s Court and the | ments in regard to the allocation of Parliamentary time during the coming 
City of London Court, of Brunswick-gardens, Kensington, joint author | session. He would, however, point out that in the normal course of events 
with the late Lewis Glyn, K.C., of a volume on Mayor's Court Practice, | there will be private members’ days, when it would be open to private 
died on 17th October, aged sixty-nine, leaving property of the value of | members who are interested to raise the subject.” 
£11,889, the whole of which he gives to his wife. 

Mr. John Edward Corbould, of York-terrace, Regent’s Park, N.W., a 


partner in Messrs. Corbould, Rigby and Co., solicitors, Henrietta-street Cc r . 
Cavendish-square, who died on 15th September, left £35,156. He left ou t Papers 
£200 and an annuity of £40 to his housemaid, £100 and an annuity of £40 Supreme Court of Judicature. 
to his housekeeper, and £50 each to two clerks. rsoen 
‘4 OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 

At Hertford Assizes on Tuesday, Florence Beeton, 20, servant, was Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice 
charged with the murder of her infant child at Bushey in October, 1921. 2 » x 3m =a 
She pleaded “ not guilty” to murder, but admitted burying the child’s Bloxam ynge ynge 
body in a garden. The prosecution offered no evidence on the capita] ye ee More Synge 
charge, and Mr. Justice Bray passed sentence of four months’ imprisonment . a Garrett 
in the second division for burying the body, and so prevented the coroner 5 : Synge 
holding an inquest. The girl swooned on hearing the sentence. Jastice Mr. Justice 

STBURY. 


al ‘ . |ARGANT. USSELL. 

At Marlborough-street Police Court last Saturday, two sisters, Rita Jones, | Monday Nov. 27 Mr. Hicks Beach Mr.Bloxam Mr. More 
twenty, and Gladys Jones, eighteen, of Gloucester-road, Regent’s Park, | Tuesd 28 Bloxam Jolly 
. shares fore , ith bei . srned i li icl Hicks Beach More 
were charged before Mr. Mead with being concerned in stealing articles Thursday 30 —,, Jolly 
from Messrs. D. H. Evans, Limited, Oxford-street, on 9th November. | Friday » Hicks Beach More 
They pleaded “ Guilty,” and Rita Jones, in a written statement read by the | Saturday Bloxam Hicks Beach Jolly 
magistrate, stated : ‘ It was done on the spur of the moment. There was 
no necessity for me to steal, as my father, who holds a good position in VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Holders should 


er 9 : ha detailed valuati » nerall "Yr 
Canada, makes us an allowance sufficient for all our needs. Detective- fom, and in enee of i ie cae ‘DESENNAM sTORR & 
sergeant Welsby said he believed their father held a very high position in peer vets fer ee pe Be —, by = | the he aut = 

org : ' ; : oa ed vere | auctioneers ished over years), have a s e luers, 

Canada, and allowed them £20 to £25 a month. The defendants were to advise those desiring valuations for any . Jewels, plate, furs, 
bound over to be of good behaviour for three years. works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. [ADvT. 
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COUNTY BOROUGH OF BRIGHTON, | CONDUCTED TOURS IN | ——_________ 


crromavt or ows cums, "| @ERMANY & AUSTRIA. | THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


The Council invite applications for the appointment of 
Town Clerk COLOGNE, BERLIN, DRESDEN, LEIPSIC, 


FOR THE 
Applicants must be duly qualified Solicitors, not more NUREMBERG; 7 days, 6 gns PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC 
u. ; , . J 


than 45 years of age, and must have had experience in the | _ ’ “ ae * = 

work of # Municipal Corporation. COLOGNE, FRANKFORT, HEIDLEBERG, MUNICH, QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C. 
The salary will be £1,500 per annum. NUREMBERG ; 7 days, 6 gns. : 3 . 
Particulars of the Gualideations, Duties and Conditions | NUREMBERG, LINZ, VIENNA; 8 days, 7 gns; Ditto The largest Hospital of its kind. 

of Appointment can be obtained from the undersigned. with SALZBURG, TYROL, CONSTANCE, HEIDLEBERG; | The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
Applications must be made on the official form, and must 2 weeks, 12 gns. | extent, upon legacies for maintenance, 

reach me before 12 noon on the Ist day ¢ Desennber, 2008. WINTER SPORTS in BAVARIAN ALPS; 7 days 6 gns, | ‘ Lar mond desiring to geevite Annuities 
Canvassing, cither directly or indirectly, wi e a | or relatives or friends are asi send for particu- 

disqualification PER MUNDUM TOUR AGENCY, | | larsofthe DONATIONS CARRYING LIFE 


Town Hall, Brighton HUGO TALBOT, . || ANNUITIES FUND. 
27th October, 1922. Town Clerk, | 207 Camberwell Rd., 8.£.5., also Messrs. J. JACKSON & Sons, THE EARL OF HARROWBY, T —- 
1 GRACECHU RCH 8T7., E.C. & 7 CHARING Cross, S.W. 1. 

















YERJEANTS’ INN, Fleet Street (Ground floor), LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) ana 
Two excellent Offices, communicating, to be let.—Apply LONDON and CO RY ADVERTISEMENT 


Farebrother, Ellis & Co., 29, Fleet-street, E.C.4. OFFICE.—No. 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET IXED INCOMES. — HOMES FURNISHED 





STREET, LONDON. 
KERR & LANHAM : on an equitable system of DEFERRED PAYMENT, 
’ HEN RY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, | specially adapted for those with fixed incomes who do a0 
Law Stationers and Lay Agents. begs to direct the attention of the Legal | wish to disturb investments. The largest stock in & 
Profession to the advantages of his long experience of | world to select from. All goods delivered free by Maple’ 
ABSTRACTS. BRIEFS, DRAFTS AND DEEDS ya Fay 2 ae —. La own Motor Service direct to customers’ residences in thirty 
COPIED AND ENGROSSED. support. N.B. Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to | IX counties.—Write for particulars to MAPLE & 00, 
COUNTRY ORDERS RECEIVE SPECIAL ATTENTION. Creditors and Dissolutions of Partnership, with necessary | Tottenham Court-road, London, W.1. 
Declaration. File of “London Gazette” kept for free 
16, Furnivat Sr., Horsorn, E.C. | teterence. By appointment. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY,LTD. | AR DMAY HOTEL 


ABLISHED 1823. 
Wosvurn W.C.1. 
Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament. Bedroom with beret om caiuaienia : 


REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 6S porday. Terme on pension 10/6 por day. ne nee 

LOANS on REVERSIONS and on FREEHOLD Quiet rooms with Gas fires, for students, including 
PROPERTY in POSSESSION. aus, Oia Mme 
3, PENTON PLACE, The Law Costs on Loans are regulated by Scale. Telephones: 979, 681 MUSEUM. 
King’s X (Met. Rly.) W.C.1, | P!4-up Share and Debenture Capital £764,825. Telegraphic Address: “ YAMDRA, WEST GENT.” 
30, CoLemMaAN St., LONDON, E.OC. 
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